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ABSTRACT 
The Relationship of Attachment to Religiosity, Spirituality, and Mindfulness  
 In Secular and Religious Populations in Israel  
Eleanor Ford Cobb 
This dissertation examined the relationship of attachment to three related but separate constructs: 
religiosity, spirituality, and mindfulness. The sample consisted of 2020 adults living in Israel. 
Each participant completed a series of self-report measures online, including the Experiences in 
Close Relationships Scale, Religious Commitment Inventory, Daily Spiritual Experiences, 
Spirituality Scale (including the sub-scales of Spiritual Self-Discovery, Spiritual Eco-Awareness, 
and Spiritual Relationships), Langer Mindfulness Scale, and a demographic questionnaire. 
Correlation and regression analyses were employed to assess for significant relationships 
between attachment and the outcome variables. Correlational findings indicated that Spiritual 
Self-Discovery and the Religious Commitment Inventory were both significantly correlated with 
attachment, whereas mindfulness was not found to be significantly correlated with attachment. 
Results of the regression analysis showed that none of the outcome variables produced 
significant quadratic or interaction models. Overall, this study indicates that the constructs of 
religiosity, spirituality, and mindfulness each have distinct relationships with adult attachment. 
The findings provide modest support for the previous literature on the compensation model, that 
religiosity can serve as a compensatory strategy for insecure attachment; the findings expand on 
the model by indicating that at least one aspect of spirituality (Spiritual Self-Discovery) may also 
serve as a compensatory mechanism. Findings also provide modest support for bolstering secure 
attachment through increased religious and spiritual belief. However, the significant findings 
	were sparse and modest, bringing into question the extent to which religiosity, spirituality, and 
mindfulness really are related to attachment in any clinically significant way.  
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The Relationship of Attachment to Religiosity, Spirituality, and Mindfulness  
 In Secular and Religious Populations in Israel  
 
The primary aim of this study is to investigate the relationship of attachment to several 
seemingly related variables: spirituality, religiosity, and mindfulness. To date, the literature 
pertaining to these relationships has either been theoretical in nature, or restrictive in only 
examining attachment in relation to each of these variables separately. A gap in the literature 
exists on integrating all these constructs into one study to compare the associations amongst the 
same sample.  
This study will explore whether attachment has a different relationship with each of the 
three constructs of religiosity, spirituality, and mindfulness. This study will contribute to the field 
by broadening the understanding of how attachment is associated with the connected, but also 
distinctive, constructs of religiosity, spirituality, and mindfulness. Furthermore, the study will 
utilize a unique sample- nonreligious, as well as religious, Jews residing in Israel- to examine the 
association of attachment style to the three separate variables.  
 
Attachment Theory  
In order to explain the proposed study, a brief background on attachment theory is relevant. 
Attachment theory originated from Bowlby’s (1973; 1982) observation that human beings have 
both an innate psychobiological system that propels them to seek out certain types of 
relationships to significant others, as well as have a learned style of attachment based on 
interactions with early caregivers. Bowlby explained attachment style as the human individual’s 




from early interactions with primary caregivers (usually parents). Hence, this psychological 
theory of human connection posits that templates for future relationships (“internal working 
models”) originate from earliest relationships, often with the primary caregiver (Bowlby, 1973; 
Bretherton & Munholland, 1999). Bowlby believed that attachment styles learned during young 
childhood maintain and influence future romantic relationships, as these internal working models 
of attachment style impact perceptions, behaviors, expectations, and other individual ways of 
relating (Bowlby, 1973; Granqvist, 2012; Schore, 1994). 
Originally, Bowlby (1973) proposed three categories of attachment, which Ainsworth (1985) 
later supported with her studies, and Main and Solomon (1990) later expanded to four categories. 
Each category of attachment has been associated with specific behaviors and characteristics. 
These categorizations of attachment styles originated from watching the behavior of babies in 
relation to their primary caregiver in what was coined “the Strange Situation,” an evaluative 
process based on observing babies’ and toddlers’ reactions and reunion with their caregiver after 
a stressful separation (Ainsworth & Wittig, 1969). Based on these observations, childhood 
attachment patterns have typically been categorized as either secure, or one of three types of 
insecure attachment- avoidance, anxious-ambivalent, and disorganized. Over time, each category 
has evolved with additional research, although current literature continues to support these 
fundamental categories that originated from Bowlby’s early theory of the existence of distinct 
identifiable attachment styles (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). 
 As childhood attachment can be measured- typically through the Strange Situation 
paradigm- so can adult attachment styles. However, adult attachment is most commonly 
measured by a semi-structured interview, the Adult Attachment Interview, or a self-report 




use the category of secure attachment and three types of adult insecure attachments: 
preoccupied/anxious, avoidant/dismissive, and unresolved/fearful (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 
1998; George, Kaplan, & Main, 1985). Researchers (e.g., Fraley & Spieker, 2003) have argued 
that the ECR-R gives a more nuanced and valid assessment of individual attachment than the 
Adult Attachment Interview. 
Furthermore, the ECR-R uses two indices, anxiety and avoidance, to measure attachment. 
Hence, the ECR-R provides two possible ways to assess attachment styles: either by categorizing 
individuals into one of four styles derived by the two indices or by assessing overall attachment 
security and insecurity indicators based on continuous levels of anxiety and avoidance (Brennan 
et al., 1998). This study will employ the two subscales, anxiety and avoidance, as continuous 
reflections of insecure or secure attachment. The developer of the ECR has supported that adult 
attachment is best accounted for by a model of continuous secure or insecure dimensions, as the 
categorical model of attachment is often inconsistent with data and individual differences are 
best picked up by continuous measures (Fraley & Spieker, 2003; Fraley & Waller, 1998).  
The ECR Anxiety dimension specifically looks at anxiety in close relationships, particularly 
around feelings of uncertainty, insecurity, and doubt that the significant other reciprocates the 
feelings of intimacy. The ECR Avoidance dimension specifically looks at one’s tendency to 
avoid intimacy in relationships.  
Secure attachment is typically thought to be generated through positive, functional emotional 
processes in key early relationships, such as attunement, and mutually shared empathy (Schore, 
2001; Siegel & Hartzell, 2003). Insecure attachments are each generated through a variation in 
the deficit of caregiver recognition, understanding, structure, or safety (Kobak & Madsen, 2008). 




neurobiological, and social functioning throughout a lifetime, while secure attachment is 
generally linked to many beneficial long-term results (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Schore, 2001; 
Siegel & Hartzell, 2003; Sroufe, 1988).  
Caregivers of insecurely attached individuals typically have the parental characteristics of 
being inconsistent, emotionally unavailable, or erratic. Characteristics of insecurely attached 
individuals typically include high anxiety, fear of abandonment and rejection, and discomfort 
with closeness (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Pepping Davis, & O’Donovan, 2013). Insecure 
attachment in children has been found to be associated with increased risk for psychopathology 
and other deleterious effects over the lifespan (Greenberg & Speltz, 1988; Rosenstein & 
Horowitz, 1996; Sroufe, 1988).  
In contrast to mothers of insecurely attached children, mothers of securely attached infants 
respond readily and consistently to their children’s signals. This parenting style often leads to 
secure adult attachment, characterized by being comfortable with both intimacy and autonomy. 
Some characteristics associated with securely attached individuals, in comparison with 
insecurely attached, are higher self-esteem, increased performance behaviorally in school, longer 
enduring intimate relationships, and overall more positive interactions and relationships in their 
daily lives (Cassidy, 2001; Simpson, Collins, Tran, & Haydon, 2007). In addition, research has 
showed that securely attached individuals appear to be less prone to addictive behaviors, 
delinquency, aggression, substance abuse, and internalizing disorders than insecurely attached 
individuals (Brook, Whiteman, & Finch, 1993; Kostelecky, 2005; Parker & Benson, 2004; 
Simons, Paternite, & Shore, 2001).   
Individuals with a particular insecure attachment style in their childhood are thought to 




childhood attachment aligns with preoccupied adult patterns, disorganized with fearful, and 
avoidant with dismissive. In the continuous sense, insecure childhood attachment corresponds 
with insecure adult attachment and secure childhood attachment corresponds with secure adult 
attachment. The literature has generally trended to support the stability of attachment styles 
across a lifetime. Fraley (2002) conducted a meta-analysis of the existing longitudinal data on 
attachment stability, and found a moderate degree of stability from infancy to adulthood in 
attachment style. Fraley’s meta-analysis utilized only two categories, either secure or insecure 
attachment, to account for the variation in insecure attachment labels across studies; hence, his 
findings only show that either insecure or secure attachment styles persist stably through 
adulthood. A study by Zhang and Labouvie-Vief (2004) supported these same findings, as their 
investigation showed adult attachment style to be relatively stable over the six-year period of 
adulthood they studied. Similarly, Scharfe and Bartholomew (1994) found attachment patterns to 
be stable over the course of young adulthood. With the presumption of lifetime predictive 
stability of attachment, understanding adult attachment holds the potential to make appropriate 
interventions at an earlier age. 
The theoretical grounding for stable attachment styles is that early relationship prototypes 
influence subsequent interactions and beliefs about the world (Fraley, 2002). Thus, childhood 
attachment styles appear to predict adult attachment styles; however, as childhood attachment 
likely develops based on numerous factors, adult attachment is likely impacted by more than just 
childhood attachment.  
While the majority of literature and consensus around attachment style development 
prioritizes early childhood relationship experiences with primary caregivers, there are likely 




maternal mental health correlates, which was derived from 41 prior studies of parent-child pairs, 
found a significant link between parents who were sensitive to their child’s needs and their 
child’s corresponding secure attachment style (Atkinson, Paglia, Coolbear, Niccols, Parker, & 
Guger, 2000). However, this finding was statistically weak, and this meta-analysis found other 
factors to influence the association between parental sensitivity and childhood attachment style, 
including high social support for the mother, low stress and depression for the mother, martial 
satisfaction between the parents, few hours spent with a nonparental caregiver, and an easy 
temperament of the child (Atkinson et al., 2000).  
 
Defining Religiosity, Spirituality, and Mindfulness 
Given this study will examine attachment in regards to religiosity, spirituality, and 
mindfulness, it is important to clarify the nature and definitions of these distinct, yet overlapping, 
constructs. Religiosity typically entails involvement in practices and beliefs related to an 
organized religious doctrine. Of course, significant variability in extent of commitment exists 
across individuals and across religions. Degree of religiosity is based on frequency of practice, 
depth of beliefs, and commitment to organization. From a definitional perspective, religiosity is 
often conflated with spirituality. To delineate their relationship, spirituality may include religious 
beliefs or practices; however, it can also stand separately from any religious practice.  
While secularity will not be specifically measured in this study as an outcome variable, as 
religiosity will be, participants can self-identify as secular as part of their demographic 
questionnaire. Kosmin and Keysar (2007) stated that those who have the option in a survey to 
state that their religion is “none” should define secularism. Instead, in this study, participants will 




“How do you define yourself religiously?” Hence, reviewing the definition of secularity proves 
pertinent for this study.  
Secularity proves more difficult to define than religiosity. Typically, definitions of 
secularism default to categorizing together in one group all who score low on religious 
commitment measures or who do not claim a religious affiliation or belief. The literature has 
struggled to identify secular individuals outside of defining them by their lack of religiosity. 
While low levels or lack of religiosity may capture secularity to a degree, this is not a sufficient 
defining factor, for secularity is not necessarily the converse of religiosity. Furthermore, diverse 
forms of secularity, including atheism, certainly exist, which are not reflected in this sample. An 
expert in the field of study of secularism and atheism, Zuckerman (2009) defined a secular 
person as, “someone who is non-religious, irreligious, or generally uninterested in, indifferent to, 
or oblivious to religious beliefs, activities, and organizations” (p. 950).  
Spirituality is typically considered a multidimensional construct, encompassing both 
God-related and non-God-related aspects. While there are numerous ways spirituality is 
considered and defined, most descriptions include connectedness to a larger sense of meaning or 
a transcendent awareness. Hay and Nye (1998) defined spirituality as “a holistic awareness of 
reality which is potentially to be found in every human being” (p. 59). Religiosity can be an 
access point for spirituality, and spirituality may include a sense of religiosity, yet spirituality 
itself remains its own construct that supersedes religious boundaries (Koenig, 2010). For the 
purpose of this study, religiosity and spirituality will be regarded (as they are in the majority of 
the existing empirical literature) “as distinguishable yet overlapping constructs” (Miller & 




Just as many perceive spirituality and religiosity to converge, spirituality and mindfulness are 
similarly considered. The constructs of spirituality and mindfulness do share common 
fundamental components, such as awareness, attention, a sense of openness, and attunement to 
self, other, and the universe (Hay & Nye, 1998; Scott, 2003). Furthermore, mindfulness may be a 
component of one’s identified spirituality or even an inroad to enhanced spirituality, suggesting 
their relatedness (Cobb, Kor, & Miller, 2015). However, mindfulness and spirituality also remain 
conceptually independent.  
For the purpose of this study, spirituality is defined as a search for meaning and a connection 
with the self, another, and/or the universe or a higher power, including an inner depth of 
knowing and feeling part of something larger.  
However, the standard by which research literature defines mindfulness has consistently been, 
“paying attention in a particular way: on purpose, in the present moment, and non-judgmentally” 
(Kabat-Zinn, 1994, p. 4). Hence, today’s mainstream literature conceptualizes mindfulness 
without relying on any religious doctrine, or even meditation. It is important to note that 
mindfulness is studied either as a practice (meditation) or as a dispositional characteristic of 
being mindful (also known as trait mindfulness). This particular study will utilize a measure that 
assesses trait or dispositional mindfulness.  
 
Religiosity, Spirituality, and Mindfulness Relatedness 
In recent years, the constructs of religiosity, spirituality, and mindfulness have garnered 
considerable research interest, likely because each is seen as a protective factor against 
deleterious mental and physical health issues and also as related to other healthy outcomes. For 




with spirituality and mindfulness (Koenig, King, & Carson, 2012). Similarly, religiosity has been 
found to be a mental and physical protective factor (Pearce, Jones, Schwab-Stone, & Ruchkin, 
2003; Wills, Yaeger, & Sandy, 2003). Generally, religiosity, spirituality, and mindfulness have 
each been found to be significantly associated with similar positive outcomes for mental and 
physical health, which indicates potential overlap. While intersection exists, the constructs of 
mindfulness, spirituality, and religiosity remain independent enough that they should be 
considered and studied as unique and separate concepts.  
 
Attachment and Religiosity  
Existing literature on attachment and the constructs of religiosity, spirituality, and 
mindfulness has relied heavily on theorizing about the relationship between attachment and 
religion. In 1990, Kirkpatrick and Shaver suggested that attachment theory could serve as a 
framework for understanding the psychology of religion. They specifically posited that early 
childhood attachment style would relate to religiosity in adulthood. Their theory was constructed 
around an individual’s development of a relationship with God being impacted by a previously 
established attachment style. This theory that core aspects of religious behavior and beliefs can 
be understood through an attachment framework spurred both the theoretical interest and 
empirical investigation of the link between attachment and religiosity. As an extension of this 
theory, Kirkpatrick and Shaver (1992) hypothesized two developmental pathways to religion, the 
compensation pathway and the correspondence pathway. Kirkpatrick (2005) posited that 
believers’ relationship with God operates like an attachment process, where God functions as a 
psychological attachment figure. These pathway models expanded the understanding of God as 




Several researchers (e.g., Granqvist & Kirpatrick, 2008; Kirkpatrick, 1992; Kirkpatrick & 
Shaver, 1992) have suggested a compensation pathway to religiosity- that adults turn to religion 
to make up for insecure attachment style experienced as a child. In support of the compensation 
model, Granqvist (2002a) found that a significantly higher proportion (16.3%) of Christian 
individuals with insecure maternal attachment histories reported an increase of their religious 
beliefs after age 22 than those with secure maternal attachment histories (6.5%). Furthermore, 
cross-sectional data from a sample of Swedish adolescents suggested that religion serves as an 
emotionally supportive function for insecure attachment in childhood (Granqvist, 2002b). 
Hence, research supporting the compensation model indicates that religion may serve 
compensatory roles for people with avoidant attachment, specifically with God as a substitute 
attachment figure (Kirkpatrick, 1998). Specifically, individuals with an avoidant attachment 
appear most linked to a compensatory strategy, because these individuals tend to avoid intimate 
relationships, feeling (per this hypothesis) that God is a safer alternative. In support of this theory, 
studies have shown that believers’ relationship with God meets formal criteria for defining 
attachment relationships (Beck & McDonald, 2004; Kirkpatrick, 1999). Furthermore, research 
has supported the notion that God meets criteria for an attachment figure by finding that current 
secure attachment in relationships is associated with perceiving God as more loving and less 
controlling, and with experiencing a closer emotional connection to God (Brokaw & Edwards, 
1994; Hall, Brokaw, Edwards, & Pike, 1998; Hall & Edwards, 2002).  
Additionally, insecure attachment has been linked to instability in religiousness, particularly 
distress-related sudden religious conversions (Granqvist, 2012). For example, Granqvist and 
Kirkpatrick (2004) conducted a meta-analysis utilizing eleven prior studies of sudden religious 




compensation hypothesis, as sudden religious conversations were found to be associated with 
insecure attachment histories, but not secure attachment histories.  
As an alternative explanation to the compensation model of how individuals develop their 
religiosity, Kirkpatrick (1992), and subsequently others, outlined a correspondence pathway to 
religiosity (Granqvist, 2002; Granqvist & Kirkpatrick, 2008; Kirkpatrick & Shaver, 1992). This 
model suggests that religiosity in adulthood corresponds with secure childhood attachment to 
sensitive and religious caregivers. The correspondence model proposes that individuals who have 
secure attachment histories will adopt a degree of religiosity similar to their parents’ level of 
religiosity.  
Empirical evidence has been found to support the theory that individuals who are securely 
attached by way of caring and religious caregivers or by way of caring and religious romantic 
partners, follow a similar developmental pathway to a secure attachment to God (Beck & 
McDonald, 2004; Rowatt & Kirkpatrick, 2002). For example, Cassibba, Granqvist, Costantini, 
and Gatto (2008) found that individuals who experience a primary attachment to God (such as 
Catholic priests and seminarists) had the highest percentage (77%) of secure attachments in 
comparison with both a normative sample (58%) and a matched Catholic lay sample (60%). The 
correspondence model has also been supported by findings that show an association between 
stable and loving God images and sensitive caregiving and secure attachment style (Granqvist, 
Ivarsson, Broberg, & Hagekull, 2007; Kirkpatrick, 1998; Kirkpatrick, 1992). 
Granqvist and Kirkpatrick (2008) explained how having a secure attachment relationship 
with God leads to psychological advantages like reduction of distress. For some believers, it 
appears as though their perceived relationship with God serves as a source of emotional security 




the compensation pathway or correspondence pathway, it is implied that a secure relationship 
with God can provide the benefits of a secure attachment style. 
The majority of research thus far has found significant associations between secure 
attachment and attachment to God (Granqvist & Kirkpatrick, 2008). One study did not find these 
relations, potentially due to the differential mode of measurement (Cassibba et al., 2008). 
Cassibba et al. (2008) utilized both self-report and the interview-based Adult Attachment 
Inventory, whereas the majority of studies that have found a link between attachment style and 
attachment to God have used only self-report measures.  
The way that attachment and religiosity has been studied thus far has limitations. For 
example, conceptualizing this association between attachment and religiosity in terms of two 
opposing pathways precludes the possibility that these pathways are related or overlapping. The 
way the two pathways (compensation and correspondence) are delineated makes them mutually 
exclusive, which eliminates the possibility that some may come to religiosity by means of a 
combination of the compensation and correspondence model at different points in their life or by 
other means completely. 
Specifically, both models assume that individuals can freely choose religiosity without 
regard to cultural context. This precludes the many other ways people come to religiosity. For 
example, many people do not necessarily chose whether to be religious or not, as it is a cultural 
or familial expectation and tradition. It could be presumed that people are more likely to be 
religious if they had religious parents and/or spouse, regardless of attachment. Furthermore, 
much of the literature on the compensation and correspondence models is cross-sectional and yet 




 Overall, the models of compensation and correspondence still remain somewhat 
nebulous in their measurement and conceptualization (Fujikawa, Hill, & Delaney, 2009). Given 
the lack of consensus regarding the relationship between attachment and religiosity, further 
studies of this relationship seem indicated.  
 
Attachment and Spirituality 
While there is considerable literature on the relationship between attachment and religiosity, 
far less has been written on the relationship between attachment and spirituality. Thus far, the 
majority of the literature revolves around religious beliefs, practice, and relationship to God. This 
may be due to the more ambiguous nature of the construct of spirituality.  
Meaning and purpose in life are two essential components of the definition of spirituality. A 
study examining the association between attachment, spirituality and personality disorders found 
that individuals with clinical and sub-clinical antisocial, borderline, and dependent traits reported 
significantly less purpose and meaning in life than their non-clinical peers (Horton, Luna, & 
Malloy, 2016). In contrast, individuals with clinical and sub-clinical narcissistic and histrionic 
traits reported higher levels of purpose and meaning in life, and those with compulsive traits 
were not significantly different from their non-clinical peers (Horton et al., 2016). Their results 
also showed that attachment anxiety was the best predictor of the presence of clinical and 
subclinical levels of avoidant and dependent personality disorder traits. Hence, this points to the 
necessity for future research on the associations between spirituality, attachment, and personality 
disorders. 
In 2011, Surr conceptualized that early attachment experiences were linked to later 




rare empirical study on attachment and spirituality found secular Swedish adults, who believe to 
have had mystical experiences, such as out of body trance states and communications with the 
dead, to be more likely to have insecure attachment, specifically disorganized attachment 
(Granqvist, Fransson, & Hagekull, 2009). This study will seek to close some gaps in the existing 
literature by providing a more detailed picture of the relationship between spirituality and 
attachment and by simultaneously comparing the nature of that relationship to that of the 
relationship between attachment and religiosity and of the relationship between attachment and 
mindfulness.  
 
Attachment and Mindfulness 
Similar to the paucity of literature on the relationship of attachment to spirituality, 
empirical studies of the relationship between mindfulness and attachment are limited. Although 
mindfulness is not (or should not be) conflated with religiosity or spirituality, there are some 
overlaps.  
Shaver, Lavy, Saron, and Mikulincer (2007) conducted a study to examine the extent to 
which mindfulness and attachment are associated. Their findings showed attachment was 
associated with and accounted for 42% of the variance in dispositional mindfulness (Shaver et al., 
2007). Other studies have found similar associations between mindfulness and attachment 
(Goodall, Trejnowska, & Darling, 2012; Walsh, Balint, Smolira, Kamstrup, & Madsen, 2009). 
Goodall et al. (2012) explored the mechanism of this association and found that emotional 
regulation abilities and attachment security to be related to dispositional mindfulness. More 
specifically, a study of dispositional mindfulness and attachment in over 500 adults found 




mindfulness, as well as the association between avoidant attachment and mindfulness (Pepping 
et al., 2013). Hence, this suggests that attachment and mindfulness are related through emotion 
regulation strategies.  
Further illuminating the relationship between mindfulness and attachment, researchers 
have found self-reports of attachment to be correlated with scores from a five-factor mindfulness 
scale in a study of adults taking part in a three-month Buddhist meditation retreat (Shaver et al., 
2007). Attachment insecurity was found to significantly correlate with low mindfulness scores. 
Specifically, anxiously attached participants found it more difficult to maintain a nonjudgmental 
and nonreactive approach to their own inner experiences (facets of mindfulness) than the rest of 
the sample of fellow meditators, and participants with an avoidant attachment were found to be 
less mindful of their own experiences and less able to describe their experiences in general 
(Shaver et al., 2007). 
Research shows that participation in certain mindfulness programs is associated with 
subsequent increased emotion regulation, decreased psychological distress, and decreased overall 
stress and anxiety (Astin, 1997; Shapiro, Schwartz, & Bonner, 1998; Speca, Carlson, Goodey, & 
Angen, 2000). Furthermore, Snyder, Shapiro, and Treleaven (2011) theorized that the practice of 
mindfulness leads to increased personal insight and self-awareness, in addition to potentially 
healthier and deeper relating. Thus, the literature theorizes that a relationship between 
mindfulness and attachment exist, such that individuals with secure attachment should have an 
enhanced capacity to be mindful or that mindfulness leads to secure attachment in adults. 
Studies examining either mindfulness or attachment have indicated both lower 
mindfulness and insecure attachment, respectively, to correlate with similar unfavorable 




been found to be correlated with difficulties with emotion regulation and increased 
psychopathology (Baer et al., 2006; Brown & Ryan, 2003; Creasey, Kershaw, & Boston, 1999; 
Mikulincer & Orbach, 1995; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2012; Modinos, Ormel, & Aleman, 2010).  
Congruently, research has also shown that attachment security and high mindfulness both 
correlate to similar psychosocial outcomes. Studies show that higher levels of mindfulness, 
effective self-regulation, and attachment security all have similar psychological and neurological 
correlates (Gillath, Bunge, Shaver, Wendelken, & Mikulincer, 2005; Siegel, 2007). Both higher 
levels of mindfulness and attachment security have been found to be associated with enhanced 
well-being, increased romantic satisfaction, healthy emotion regulation, and increased self-
esteem (Arch & Craske, 2006; Barnes, Brown, Krusemark, Campbell, & Rogge, 2007; Brown & 
Ryan, 2003; Creswell, Way, Eisenberger, & Lieberman, 2007; Kachadourian, Fincham, & 
Davila, 2004; Park, Crocker, & Mickelson, 2004; Pepping et al., 2013; Mikulincer & Shaver, 
2007; Modinos, Ormel, & Aleman, 2010; Rasmussen & Pidgeon, 2011).  
The overlap between the beneficial effects of mindfulness and secure attachment suggests 
the utility of further exploration of their relationship, especially for potential interventions 
addressing insecure attachment with mindfulness. In fact, Snyder at al. (2011) proposed that 
mindfulness interventions could be a way to support the developing secure attachment between 
mothers and their young children, an area that has yet to be empirically explored. Despite some 
progress in exploring the relationship of mindfulness to attachment to create interventions, the 








 There are multiple limitations in the existing literature. One limitation is the use of 
different measurements of attachment in different studies, rendering general conclusions more 
challenging. For example, Cassibba et al. (2008) and Granqvist et al. (2007) utilized the Adult 
Attachment Interview, whereas the majority of recent studies assessing attachment use the ECR-
R measure. The proposed study will use ECR-R as the attachment measure, which increases the 
comparability to the existing literature. Furthermore, the ECR-R allows two conceptual aspects 
of attachment, anxiety and avoidance, to be evaluated.  
In addition, as previously noted, most existing studies have focused specifically on God’s 
role as an attachment figure, and not on the overall association between religiosity and 
attachment. For example, the compensation and correspondence models typically refer to 
attachment patterns relating to God, instead of attachment patterns relating to general religiosity 
or spirituality.  
 
Secular versus Religious Populations 
The data collection occurred in Israel, and therefore, the cultural context of this study 
should be addressed to fully understand the implications of the potential findings. The sample for 
this study comes from Israel. Israel is a predominately Jewish country, even for those who are 
not religiously Jewish. For example, many individuals in Israel practice Jewish traditions, 
although do not consider themselves practicing religious Jews. Religion often plays a central role 
not only in religious life in Israel, but also socially, politically, and culturally, even for the 
nonreligious. Hence, this Israeli sample offers a microcosm of the entire population of Israel, as 




Various sub-cultures exist in this sample, creating sub-samples based on religiosity. In 
this regard, the participants in the present study ranged from very orthodox Jewish (Haredi) to 
religious (practicing the Jewish religion) to traditional (culturally observe Jewish traditions but 
not practicing religiously) to secular (nonreligious). The most unique sub-sample in the dataset is 
made of the individuals who identify themselves as Haredi, which is the ultra-orthodox Jewish 
religious population. Very limited research currently exists on the ultraorthodox population in 
Israel. Ultraorthodox individuals are included in this study, providing an unusual opportunity to 
look at comparisons in the variables under consideration as a function of religious adherence. 	
As discussed, in general, the majority of studies on attachment and religiosity have 
focused on religious populations. Of these studies, most have used diverse denominational 
populations, so the sample in this study offers a relatively unique addition to the body of 
literature by examining a well-defined religious population. Also, exploring the association of 
religiosity and attachment in both nonreligious and less religious populations, as well as in 
ultraorthodox populations, will fill a gap in the literature.  
 In conclusion, there is a lack of integration in considering how attachment is related to 
the overlapping but distinctive variables of religiosity, spirituality, and mindfulness. Therefore, 















Hypotheses and Research Questions 
This study seeks to answer questions regarding the link between attachment and 
religiosity, spirituality, and mindfulness.  
 
Research Questions 
 The overarching question asked in this study is: How does the relationship of attachment 
differ across the three constructs of religiosity, spirituality, and mindfulness? More specifically, 
what is the relationship of both attachment dimensions (ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance) to 
each of the variables of religiosity, spirituality, and mindfulness?  
 Second, this study seeks to explore if identification with different Jewish religious 
subgroups (i.e., secular, traditional, religious, Haredi) influences the relationship between 
attachment (ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance) and the three constructs (religiosity, spirituality, 
mindfulness) under study.  
 
Hypotheses 
 There are two primary hypotheses for this study.  
H1: The attachment dimensions (ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance) relate to each of 
three constructs of religiosity, spirituality, and mindfulness. 
H2: Curvilinear quadratic relationships exist between each of the two attachment 
dimensions (ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance) and spirituality. These relationships are 
expected be a quadratic relationship, where lower anxiety and lower avoidance are associated 







Originally, approximately 2,300 subjects were included in the study; however, due to 
missing information, the final subject pool consists of 2,020 participants from an Israeli national 
sample. The response rate for the online data collection was about 89 percent, making it a very 
strong representative sample. Given the national scope of the data collection, this sample 
includes close to a nationally representative sample of Hebrew-speaking Israelis, making the 
external validity strong for Israeli populations. 
Due to the data collection occurring years before the present study, it should be noted that 
certain pertinent information regarding the data and participants could not be obtained. For 
example, the length of time the data were collected and the information that the participants were 
told about the nature of the survey are not known. 
This self-report cross-sectional data of 2,020 participants broke down by gender into 49% 
male and 51% female. The mean age was 39.9 years old, with a range between 18 years old and 
70 years old. Their religious distribution broke down to 51.5% identifying as secular, 28.1% as 
traditional (culturally Jewish), 11.4% as religious (practicing Judaism), and 9% as Haredi (ultra-
orthodox). Of the sample, 84.3% were native Israelis, and the rest of various other originating 
locations. All subjects were residing in Israel, with 11.3% living in the Jerusalem, 32.4% living 
in the Tel Aviv metropolitan area, 24.5% living in the Haifa and northern Israel, 22.5% living in 
the southern Israel and the Judean lowlands, and 9.2% living in the Sharon region. The majority 
of the sample identified as full-time employees, and income scattered drastically. The sample’s 




and 51% had not obtained tertiary education. Table 1 displays the demographic frequencies for 
the entire sample.  
	
Procedure  
The data were collected online in Israel in 2012 via the Internet segment of a national 
polling company (IPanel) for the purpose of analyzing the data to answer various research 
questions regarding Internet use. Each subject was asked to complete the measures to be used in 
this analysis in Hebrew (originally translated from English). Participants were compensated 
$3.50 (in local currency) for their participation via the online panel provider. Participants 
consented prior to their participation, and the analysis for this study was reviewed and approved 
by the Teachers College IRB. The measures were scored by computer, due to the online nature of 
the administration. The study was conducted in Hebrew, the participants’ native language. 
Subsequently, an orthodox Jewish Hebrew-speaking colleague translated the measures back into 
English for further analysis.  
 
Design 
The data collection produced cross-sectional data with which to conduct analyses.  
The independent variable for this study is attachment. Specifically, due to the two-dimensional 
design of the Experiences in Close Relationships scale, which uses the measures of anxiety and 
avoidance to assess attachment, both the indices of ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance will serve 
as the independent variables (Fraley, Waller, & Brennan, 2000). Hence, for the purpose of this 
study, attachment will not be operationalized as a categorical variable that classifies participants 




of ECR Avoidance will be computed for each participant. High anxiety and high avoidance 
scores signify insecure attachment and low anxiety and low avoidance scores signify secure 
attachment, as studies indicate these subscales to be more reflective of “two-dimensional space” 
than categorical results (Fraley & Waller, 1998). Specifically, scores on the lower end of the 18-
item anxiety scale indicate lower relationship anxiety is present, whereas scores on the higher 
end of the scale indicate that higher relationship anxiety is present. Similarly, scores on the lower 
end of the 18-item avoidance scale indicate lower avoidance of relationships, whereas scores on 
the higher end of the scale indicate higher avoidance of relationships. 
The dependent variables for this study will be the measures of spirituality, mindfulness, 
and religiosity. The variable of religiosity will be operationalized by the continuous score on the 
total Religious Commitment Inventory, which measures degree of religious commitment and 
belief (Worthington et al., 2003). Mindfulness will be operationalized by the total continuous 
score on the mindfulness measure, the Langer Mindfulness Scale (Pirson, Langer, Bodner, & 
Zilcha-Mano, 2012).  
While religiosity and mindfulness will each be assessed based on one measure, 
spirituality will be operationalized by the continuous scores of four distinct spirituality measures. 
Given that spirituality is a multidimensional construct, it is typically measured with multiple 
measures to give a more nuanced picture of the complicated construct (MacDonald et al., 2015). 
The definition and operationalization of spirituality is varied across the literature, with some 
measures capturing it as a God-related measure (like the Daily Spiritual Experiences) and some 
capturing an essence of interfacing and relating with the world (like the Spirituality Scale). 
Hence, the measure of spiritual experiences, the Daily Spiritual Experiences scale, will be 




Teresi, 2002). Given that the Spirituality Scale is split into three dimensions (Spiritual Self-
Discovery, Spiritual Relationships, and Spiritual Eco-Awareness), this measure will also be 
utilized as part of the operationalization of spirituality and will be analyzed as three separate 
variables to gather a more nuanced picture of spirituality’s relation to attachment (Delaney, 
2005).  
Measures 
 Five measures will be utilized in this study, each to be described in detail below. Table 2 
displays the measurement information for each assessment tool. Given the sample, it is 
noteworthy that all measures were developed and normed in the United States.  
 
Experiences in Close Relationships Scales- Revised  
The ECR measures attachment style with targeted questions in two main categories of 
adult attachment, anxiety and avoidance in a relationship. The ECR was first published by 
Brennan, Clark, and Shaver in 1998, and later in 2000, Fraley, Waller, and Brennan revised the 
questionnaire into the ECR-R. 
The Experiences in Close Relationships Scale-Revised (ECR-R) is a 36-item self-report 
measure of attachment (Fraley et al., 2000). The measure is split into two dimensions, attachment 
avoidance (18 items) and attachment anxiety (18 items) (Fraley et al., 2000). Each dimension is 
measured with a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree) where 
subjects report the degree to which they disagree or agree with statements about their beliefs, 
feelings, and behavior in relationship. An example item of the ECR Anxiety dimension is: “I 
worry a lot about my relationships.” An example item of the ECR Avoidance dimension is: “I 




The measure can be analyzed in two ways (Brennan et al., 1998). First, the two 
dimensions of anxiety and avoidance can be used to categorize the subjects into four attachment 
styles based on the levels of anxiety and avoidance in one’s intimate relationships (Brennan et al., 
1998). Second, the anxiety and avoidance dimensions can be treated as continuous variables 
looking at two aspects that indicate secure or insecure attachment but do not categorize the 
subjects (Brennan et al., 1998). Low levels of anxiety and avoidance indicate secure attachment, 
while high anxiety and high avoidance indicates insecure attachment (Brennan et al., 1998). As 
noted above, this study will use this second means of assessing attachment. 
The ECR-R has been found to have high reliability for both dimensions (Fairchild & 
Finney, 2006). Specifically, the anxiety subscale has been found to have an internal reliability 
(coefficient alpha) of .91 and the avoidance subscale has been found to have an internal 
reliability of .94, and both subscales had test-retest reliabilities of .70  (Brennan et al., 2000). The 
anxious dimension of the ECR-R showed strong internal consistency, as the Cronbach’s α for the 
current sample was high (α = .82). The avoidant dimension of the ECR-R showed adequate 
internal consistency, as the Cronbach’s α for the current sample was also sufficiently high (α 
= .72). This measure significantly correlates with other similar measures of adult attachment, 
providing evidence for the convergent validity (Brennan et al., 1998; Brennan et al., 2000).  
 
Religious Commitment Inventory 
The Religious Commitment Inventory-10 (RCI-10) is a 10-item screening measure of the 
degree of one's religious commitment (Worthington et al., 2003). The measure attempts to 
capture the intrapersonal and interpersonal commitment levels of an individual’s religiosity. The 




3= Moderately true of me; 4 = Mostly true of me; 5 = Totally true of me) to measure the extent 
of individuals’ adherence to their own religious values, beliefs, and practices, as well as the 
extent to which they utilize them in everyday life. In the scale, six items examine intrapersonal 
religious commitment (e.g., “I spend time trying to grow in the understanding of my faith”) and 
four items examine interpersonal commitment (e.g., “I enjoy working in the activities of my 
religious affiliation”). 
The RCI-10 has been found to have strong internal consistency among a religiously 
diverse sample, as well as strong 3-week and 5-month test-retest reliability, strong construct 
validity, and strong discriminant validity (Worthington et al., 2003). Specifically, the coefficients 
alpha showed internal consistency for the RCI–10 at .93 for the full scale, .92 for Intrapersonal 
Religious Commitment, and .87 for Interpersonal Religious Commitment (Worthington et al., 
2003). The RCI-10 showed strong internal consistency, as the Cronbach’s α for the current 
sample was high (α = .94). The Pearson correlation coefficients for 3-week test-retest reliability 
were sufficient at .87 for the full scale, .86 for the Intrapersonal Religious Commitment, and .83 
for the Interpersonal Religious Commitment (Worthington et al., 2003).  
 
Langer Mindfulness Scale 
The Langer Mindfulness Scale (LMS) is a 21-item measure of trait mindfulness, 
specifically of mindful thinking (Pirson et al., 2012). The scale is measured on a 7-point Likert 
Scale (1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree, 3= Slightly Disagree; 4 = Neutral; 5 = Slightly 
Agree; 6 = Agree; 7 = Strongly Agree). The questionnaire assesses four domains associated with 




‘get involved’ in almost everything I do”), novelty producing (e.g., “I try to think of new ways of 
doing things”), and flexibility (e.g., “I like to figure out how things work”).  
The scale has been found to have acceptable convergent and discriminant validity, as well 
as criterion related validity, demonstrated by the scale’s association with psychological well-
being, and aspects of social and organizational well-being, including job satisfaction, creativity, 
and learning (Pirson et al., 2012). This measure has also been shown to correlate significantly to 
other constructs encompassed in mindfulness, such as curiosity and emotional regulation (Haigh, 
Moore, Kashdan, & Fresco, 2011). The Langer Mindfulness Scale has been shown to have 
sufficient internal consistency, with a moderately high Cronbach’s α for the current sample (α 
= .79). 
 
Daily Spiritual Experiences Scale 
The Daily Spiritual Experiences Scale (DSE) is a 16-item self-report measure intended to 
capture ordinary daily spiritual experiences and connection with transcendent life (Underwood & 
Teresi, 2002). The measure assesses on a 6-point Likert scale (1 = Many times a day; 2 = 
Everyday, 3= Most days; 4 = Some days; 5 = Once in a while; 6 = Never). The constructs 
measured are gratitude  (e.g., “I feel thankful for my blessings”), awe (e.g., “I experience a 
connection to all of life”), connection to the transcendent (e.g., “I feel God’s love for me 
directly”), inner peace (e.g., “I feel deep inner peace or harmony”), awareness of inspiration (e.g., 
“I am spiritually touched by the beauty of creation”), and compassionate love (e.g. “I feel a 
selfless caring for others”).  
Cronbach’s alpha for this measure showed strong internal consistency, at .89 and above 




scale, as the Cronbach’s α for the current sample was high (α = .94). Additionally, a Pearson 
correlation of .85 showed sufficient test-retest reliability (Underwood & Teresi, 2002).  
 
Spirituality Scale 
The Spirituality Scale is a 23-item self-report questionnaire that measures the intuitions, 
practices, beliefs, lifestyle choices, and rituals representative of the human spiritual dimension 
(Delaney, 2005). In this scale, spirituality is conceptualized as a three-dimensional construct on a 
6-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree, 3= Mostly Disagree; 4 = Mostly 
Agree; 5 = Agree; 6 = Strongly Agree). Hence, the measure assesses self-discovery (search for 
meaning; e.g., “I have a sense of purpose”), eco-awareness (connection to the environment and 
universe; e.g., “I live in harmony with nature”) and the experience of relationships (e.g., “I 
believe in a Higher Power/Universal Intelligence”).  
Delaney (2005) reported strong validity and reliability for the scale. Internal reliability 
has been found to be high, with Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the total Spirituality Scale 
reported as .94, and the coefficients of the three subscales ranging from .81 to .94 (Delaney, 
2005). Each of the three Spirituality Scale dimensions showed strong internal consistency, with a 
high Cronbach’s α of at minimum .80 for the current sample. Test-retest reliability showed 
stability over a short period of time when measured in a 2-point data collection format, with 
Pearson’s coefficient of the entire measure at the acceptable level of .84 (Delaney, 2005).  
In summary, the research questions regarding the three variables of religiosity, 
spirituality, and mindfulness in relation to attachment will be examined using the scores from the 
two-part attachment measures and the six measures of religiosity, spirituality, and mindfulness. 




Langer Mindfulness Scale, the Daily Spiritual Experiences scale, and the three separate 
dimensions of the Spirituality Scale (that include: Spiritual Eco-Awareness, Spiritual 
Relationships, and Spiritual Self-Discovery).  	
	
	
Data Analysis Plan 
The data will be analyzed using correlational analysis and regression to determine how 
the relationships between religiosity and attachment, spirituality and attachment, and 
mindfulness and attachment differ. For the primary data analysis, first descriptive statistics will 
be calculated. Next, correlational analysis will be utilized to explore the first hypothesis and to 
ascertain how attachment variables (anxiety and avoidance) relate to religiosity, spirituality, and 
mindfulness.  
Based on these preliminary analyses of the relationships among these variables, 
regression models will then be employed for additional analysis to look at whether and which 
attachment indices predict religiosity, spirituality, and mindfulness. Hierarchical regression 
models will be conducted for each outcome variable of religiosity, spirituality, and mindfulness  
Thus both correlation and regression analyses will be used to address the research 
questions regarding how attachment differs across the three constructs of religiosity, spirituality, 
and mindfulness and also to address what the relationship is of both attachment dimensions 
(ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance) to each of the six outcome measures assessing religiosity, 
spirituality, and mindfulness. Regression analysis will also address the research question 
regarding the potential interaction of religious group on the relationship between attachment 




Quadratic relationships will be tested, as one way to examine if the compensation model 
extends to spirituality as well. Spirituality is a more individual and less culturally determined 
attribute than religiosity, and thus may be more easily related to individual attachment history. 
Hence, it is expected that spirituality would support the compensation model specifically. It is 
expected that secure attachment (low anxiety, low avoidance) would be associated with high 
spirituality, as this would suggest the possible presence of the correspondence model extending 
to spirituality. This could suggest that those whose secure attachments correspond with their 
parents’ high spirituality. In addition, it would be expected that insecure attachments (high 
anxiety, high avoidance) would be associated with high spirituality as well. Here, insecure 
attachment would relate to high spirituality as evidence of the compensation model in play with 
God or a significant figure serving as a compensatory source of attachment. Hence, the second 
hypothesis, that curvilinear quadratic relationships exist between each of the two attachment 
dimensions (ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance) and spirituality, will be tested by adding in 




Data Analysis Overview 
As a first step in the data analysis, descriptive statistics were calculated for each variable 
of interest, as displayed in Table 3. Correlations between all six of the outcome variables and 
both the predictor variables were then calculated, as shown in Table 4.   
To further explore the significant associations found between attachment and the 




multiple regression analyses were performed with religious group and other demographics 
placed in the model to investigate relations between these variables and the variables regarding 
attachment, religiosity, spirituality, and mindfulness. 
Hence, Religious Group, ECR Anxiety, ECR Avoidance, and demographic variables 
were added into a hierarchical continuous regression for each outcome variable to examine the 
relationships among the variables. Five increasingly complex models were included in each 
regression analysis, except for one variable (as will be described). These regression analyses are 
depicted in Tables 5 through 10. Model 1 included demographic variables to rule them out as 
confounding factors. Thus, this first model assessed for the main effects of the covariates. Model 
2 included both attachment variables and the continuous score of Religious Group to assess for 
the impact of ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance and Religious Group, while controlling for 
covariates. Model 3 included the quadratic term for both ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance to 
assess for a quadratic relationship between attachment and the outcome variables. Model 4 
included all two-way interaction terms between ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance and Religious 
Group. Model 5 included all three-way interaction terms between ECR Anxiety, ECR Avoidance, 
and Religious Group, and between ECR Anxiety quadratic, ECR Avoidance quadratic, and 
Religious Group. Tables 5 through 10 indicate the final model summaries for each outcome 
variable, and Table 11 exhibits all coefficients.  
 
Overall Description of Findings 




Correlational analyses were employed to ascertain the associations between attachment 
and the constructs of interest, religiosity, spirituality, and mindfulness. Results of correlations 
showed numerous significant correlational relationships between variables.  
Of all the spirituality measures, only one of the four measures indicated a significant 
correlation to attachment, as displayed in Table 4. Specifically, the Daily Spiritual Experiences, 
the Spiritual Relationships, and the Spiritual Eco-Awareness measures did not significantly 
correlate with either attachment dimension. Only Spiritual Self-Discovery significantly 
correlated with attachment. ECR Anxiety showed a significant negative correlation with Spiritual 
Self-Discovery, r (2020) = -.19, p < .001. Similarly, ECR Avoidance also negatively 
significantly correlated with Spiritual Self-Discovery, r (2020) = -.16, p < .001. These findings 
are statistically significant given the large sample, but reflect a small effect, only contributing 
approximately 4% of the variance in attachment.  
For religiosity, results indicated that attachment and religiosity are modestly significantly 
related. Results of the correlational analysis showed ECR Avoidance to be significantly 
positively related to RCI, r (2020) = .08, p < .001. ECR Anxiety did not significantly correlate 
with RCI, r (2020) = .03, p = .25.   
By contrast, unlike the associations between attachment and religiosity and attachment 
and one measure of spirituality, attachment did not bear a significant relationship with 
mindfulness (ECR Anxiety and LMS showed a relationship of r (2020) = .03, p = .22; ECR 
Avoidance and LMS showed a relationship of r (2020) = -.01, p = .69). In sum, the correlational 
analysis showed that no significant associations existed between the indices of attachment and 





Regression Analysis of Main Effects  
Five models were tested to assess the relationship of ECR Anxiety, ECR Avoidance, 
Religious Group, additional covariates, and their interactions.  
The outcome variable RCI only included four models, as Religious Group was omitted 
due to its predictive validity of religiosity (see Table 5). The results of the regression for RCI did 
not yield any significant models. While the overall F statistics were not significant, a few 
coefficients were significant. The most notable significant coefficient was Family Status 3, 
which indicates that divorced/widowed/separated individuals are higher on RCI, t = 2.09, p < .05.    
For the outcome variable of Spiritual Self-Discovery, only Model 2 showed significance, 
indicating that covariates are not significant predictors alone, but that Religious Group predicts 
Spiritual Self-Discovery above and beyond the influence of covariates, F  = 5.73, p < .01 (see 
Table 6). The significance of this model appears to be driven by the significant ECR Avoidance 
coefficient, such that those who scored lower on ECR Avoidance, scored higher on Spiritual 
Self-Discovery, t = -3.31, p < .01.    
The regression for the outcome variable of Spiritual Relationships only produced a 
significant result for Model 1 (see Table 7). This indicated that the covariates are significant 
predictors alone of Spiritual Relationships, F = 2.13, p < .05. Specifically driving the 
significance, gender was significant (females higher on Spiritual Relationships, t = -2.10, p 
< .05), and Family Status 3 (divorced/separated/widowed) participants had higher scores on 
Spiritual Relationships, t = 2.16, p < .05.    
The outcome variable of Spiritual Eco-Awareness yielded two significant models in the 
regression analysis (see Table 8). Both Model 1 and Model 2 were significant, which signifies 




Group predicts Spiritual Eco-Awareness above and beyond the influence of the covariates. 
Hence, the best model included ECR Anxiety, ECR Avoidance, and Religious Group, F= 5.28, p 
< .01. While the Model 1 significant findings were driven by mostly gender (males lower on 
Spiritual Eco-Awareness, t = -2.61, p < .01), Model 2 was driven by both gender (males lower on 
Spiritual Eco-Awareness, t = -2.78, p < .01) and Religious Group (higher religiosity, higher on 
Spiritual Eco-Awareness, t = 3.78, p < .01).	 
For the outcome variable of DSE, only Model 2 showed significance, indicating that 
covariates are not significant predictors alone, but Religious Group predicts DSE above and 
beyond the influence of covariates, F= 4.78, p < .01 (see Table 9). The significance of this model 
appears to be driven by the significant Religious Group coefficient, such that as those who 
scored higher on Religious Group, scored higher on DSE, t = 3.61, p < .01.    
Only Model 1 was significant in the regression for outcome variable of LMS (see Table 
10). That is, covariates appear to be significant predictors alone of LMS, F= 2.17, p < .05. The 
significance of Model 1 was driven by the significant coefficients of: Family Status 3 
(divorced/widowed/separated individuals higher on LMS, t = 2.21, p < .05), and Education 1, 3, 
and 4 (below high school graduates higher on LMS, t = 2.22, p < .05; and those who attended 
technical school or have undergraduate degrees lower on LMS, t = -2.42, p < .05, t = -2.28, p 
< .05.  
 
Regression Analysis of Quadratic Relationships  
Models were added to each hierarchical regression to assess if curvilinear quadratic 
relationships between Religious Group and attachment predicted the outcome variables. Results 




Group and ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance for RCI, LMS, DSE, Spiritual Relationships, 
Spiritual Self-Discovery, or Spiritual Relationships. This model was tested to specifically 
examine if spirituality upheld a similar correspondence and compensation model to previous 
religiosity literature. 
 
Regression Analysis of Interactions 
Additional regressions models were added to assess for interactions between Religious 
Group and attachment in predicting the outcome variables. The hierarchical regressions 
including the interactions showed there was no significance for either of the models – those that 
include the two-way interactions or those that include the three-way interactions. In sum, no 
significant interactions between ECR Anxiety, ECR Avoidance, and Religious Group were 
found for any outcome variable. 
 
Hypothesis One: Attachment and Religiosity, Spirituality, & Mindfulness  
Hypothesis one was that the attachment dimensions (ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance) 
relate distinctly to each of three constructs of religiosity, spirituality, and mindfulness. Results of 
correlations between the two attachment indices, ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance, and the 
outcome variables were fairly consistent with this hypothesis, as the correlations showed 
significant differences between attachment and some of the religiosity and spirituality measures, 
but not the mindfulness variable. These findings are reported in Table 4.  
 




Hypothesis two states that curvilinear quadratic relationships exist between each of the 
two attachment dimensions (ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance) and spirituality. This 
relationship was expected be a quadratic relationship, where lower anxiety and lower avoidance 
are associated with being very spiritual and high anxiety and high avoidance are associated with 
being very spiritual. A series of hierarchical regression models were run including a quadratic 
term.  
The quadratic term did not account for a significant proportion of variance in any of the 
Delaney spirituality indices (Spiritual Self-Discovery, Spiritual Relationships, Spiritual Eco-
Awareness). The results of the Daily Spiritual Experiences regression were consistent with the 
findings above that attachment and spirituality do not have a significant quadratic relationship. 
Therefore, in contrast to the stated hypothesis, the results of the regressions indicated there is no 
significant quadratic relationship between spirituality and attachment. Rather, according to the 







The primary aim of this study was to investigate the differential relationships between 
attachment and three distinct, but related, constructs: religiosity, spirituality, and mindfulness. 
Research on these three constructs has identified their relatedness to one another, as well as their 
potential as attachment-based, mindfulness-based, or spirituality-based clinical interventions.  
Secure attachment, and religiosity, spirituality, and mindfulness have all been shown to 
be protective factors for substance disorders and certain mental illnesses (Caspers et al. 2006; 
Horton et al., 2012; Riggs et al., 2007; Schindler et al., 2009; Westen et al., 2006). In addition, 
secure attachment and religiosity, spirituality, and mindfulness have been associated with 
positive health outcomes, such as increased emotion regulation and enhanced relationships 
(Carmody, Reed, Kristeller, & Merriam, 2008; Gillath, Bunge, Shaver, Wendelken, & 
Mikulincer, 2005; Koenig, King, & Carson, 2012; Siegel & Hartzell, 2003; Wills, Yaeger, & 
Sandy, 2003). Thus, understanding each of these constructs in greater detail, as well as how they 
relate to one another, has important clinical and other health implications. 
Theoretically, there is some evidence of overlap between religiosity, spirituality, and 
mindfulness - which may be better understood when studying them in relation to attachment. The 
present study expanded on the existing literature by investigating the three constructs together in 
one study, in order to most effectively compare their relationships to attachment in a unique 
sample.  
Four striking findings emerged from this study. First, results showed that spirituality, 
religiosity, and mindfulness, though somewhat overlapping concepts; bear unique relationships 
with attachment that may have clinical and theoretical implications. Second, of the six measures 




was still a very modest relationship. Third, the theoretical framework for the compensation 
model – a model stating that adults can utilize religion to compensate for insecure attachments 
experienced as a child - was supported in regard to religiosity, though again the associations 
between religiosity and the two attachment indices were quite modest. Furthermore, an extension 
of the compensation model was implied by the findings in regard to the relationship between 
Spiritual Self-Discovery and attachment. Fourth, no significant relationships were found between 
mindfulness and attachment, a somewhat unexpected finding.  
 
Differential Relationships between Attachment and Religiosity, Spirituality, Mindfulness 
In line with the main hypothesis of this study, findings showed that attachment exhibited 
a different relationship to each of the three constructs of interest. Furthermore, results indicated 
that these relationships differed based on the dimension of attachment studied.  
Most notably, Spiritual Self-Discovery was negatively correlated with both of the 
attachment indices. Specifically, both high attachment avoidance and high attachment anxiety, 
which indicate insecure attachment, were correlated significantly, though modestly, with lower 
Spiritual Self-Discovery. In contrast, the Religious Commitment Inventory (RCI) correlated 
positively (and modestly) with only the avoidance dimension of attachment. Lastly, mindfulness 
did not correlate significantly with either dimension of attachment. Taken together, these 
findings indicate essential differences in the relationships between the attachment dimensions 
and religiosity, spirituality, and mindfulness. 
  One explanation for these differing relationships could be that religion has a more 
structured and relationally supportive framework that lends itself to functioning as a 




centuries of being socially sanctioned as a support system, and thus may be a more acceptable 
and comfortable method of personal comfort.  
 
Spiritual Self-Discovery and Attachment  
Of all the outcome measures of religiosity, spirituality, and mindfulness, only Spiritual 
Self-Discovery bore significant associations to both aspects of attachment - anxiety and 
avoidance. As noted previously, the construct of spirituality is more varied in its definition (and 
thus, likely, in its practice and the way individuals interpret it in relation to themselves) than 
religiosity or mindfulness. Therefore, four measures of spirituality were utilized to better capture 
a detailed picture of the relationship between spirituality and attachment. Of these four 
spirituality measures, only Spiritual Self-Discovery yielded a significant correlation to 
attachment. The Spiritual Self-Discovery variable primarily measures one’s own process of self-
exploration and search for meaning, and evidenced significant negative correlations with both 
attachment anxiety and avoidance.  
These inverse correlations indicate that as attachment style moves toward insecurity (high 
anxiety, high avoidance), there is less capacity or likelihood to engage in a process of spiritual 
self-discovery. Self-discovery is an individualistic process. One could postulate that a strong 
relational foundation would not be needed in order to engage in self-discovery or self-
exploration. However, this study’s findings refute this split between the spheres of individual and 
relational discovery. Instead, the findings can be interpreted to mean that having a secure 
relational attachment may be required in order to provide the footing from which to expand and 




This finding is congruent with some of the earliest literature on attachment, which 
suggests that the presence of a secure attachment allows one to freely explore the external and 
relational world. The original measurement of attachment, the Strange Situation, showed that 
young children were more likely to freely explore their environment when they had the presence 
of a secure base, which was a primary attachment figure with whom they had developed a secure 
attachment (Ainsworth & Bell, 1970). Research has demonstrated that romantic adult attachment 
functions similarly to the original attachment constructs postulated and tested by Bowlby and 
tested with children by Ainsworth (Shaver & Hazan, 1993). In fact, one study showed that 
having a secure base in an adult primary relationship was strongly predictive of adult exploratory 
behavior (Feeney & Thrush, 2010).  
Hence, the finding that Spiritual Self-Discovery increases as the secure attachment 
indices increase supports one of the original premises of attachment theory - that a secure 
attachment is the foundation from which to explore individually. Given the correlational 
relationship, the findings also suggests that spiritual self-exploration can lead to improved (i.e., 
less anxious, less avoidant) adult attachments for those who are already securely attached. 
Spirituality research has consistently demonstrated its association with enhanced mental health 
(Koenig, 2010), so this association between secure attachment and an enhanced sense of spiritual 
exploration is consistent with the literature. 
Based on the findings, Spiritual Self-Discovery should not be considered as a 
compensatory mechanism, as it appears to be most effectively activated in conjunction with 
secure attachment. It appears that Spiritual Self-Discovery would be a beneficial process 
primarily for those with already established secure attachment to further enhance their healthy 




reflects a process of individual exploration and initiative, it could potentially add to the drift that 
those with an insecure attachment already feel. This suggests that more structured and relational 
relational aspects of religiosity or spirituality may be more easily utilized as a compensatory 
strategy to address insecure attachment than the individualistic aspects of spiritual self-
exploration.  
 
Support for the Compensation Model  
Previous literature has postulated that religiosity can be understood through an 
attachment framework (Kirkpatrick & Shaver, 1992). Two opposite developmental pathways 
have been used to describe the link between religiosity and attachment. Kirkpatrick and Shaver 
(1990) proposed that an adult’s religious beliefs and experiences either correspond to his or her 
internal working models of their childhood primary secure attachments, or compensate for 
insecure attachments to primary caregivers during childhood. This study allows for the 
examination of the compensation theory in regard not only to religion, but also in relation to 
spirituality and mindfulness.  
The finding that increased Spiritual Self-Discovery is correlated with the secure 
attachment indices of low anxiety and low avoidance did not support the compensation model (as 
that would have indicated that Spiritual Self-Discovery can be present as a compensatory 
mechanism when one lacks a secure attachment). This may be because the measure of Spiritual 
Self-Discovery used in this study reflects individualistic and secular concerns. Therefore, the 
lack of support for the compensation model by Spiritual Self-Discovery suggests a theoretical 
question of its own - whether the compensation model only holds up for religiously oriented 




In fact, the model did not appear to hold up for spiritual measures without a religious 
leaning. While the non-religious measure of Spiritual Self-Discovery did not support the 
compensation model, other findings in this study did provide mild support for the compensation 
model. Specifically, the compensation model appears to be most supported in regard to 
religiously and relationally related constructs, including those that are based in spirituality, but 
with a religious component.  
 
Religiosity and the Compensation Model  
Results indicated that religiosity is significantly related to attachment. The Religious 
Commitment Inventory (RCI) significantly (though quite modestly) correlated with the 
avoidance dimension of attachment, but not to the anxiety dimension of attachment. The results 
indicated a positive relationship, such that as avoidance of relationships increased, there was an 
increase in religious services, engagement, and commitment. This finding is consistent with 
previous literature, which indicates that higher avoidance is actually linked to higher religiosity 
via the compensation model (Kirkpatrick, 1998; Kirkpatrick, 1999).  
Those with an avoidant attachment have been found to score low on measures of 
closeness - less likely to seek help from others, self-disclose, or create intimate bonds, and more 
likely to consider themselves self-reliant (Mikulincer & Nachshon, 1991). Thus, those with an 
avoidant attachment often pride themselves on their self-reliance and have difficulty creating 
interpersonal bonds and attachments (Mikulincer, 1998). This may lead individuals to seek out a 
different type of relationship than those with more secure attachments. This study’s findings 
suggest that individuals who tend to be interpersonally avoidant may use religiosity to fill a void. 




more constant and comfortable for those with intimacy challenges, and therefore is a safer secure 
attachment for avoidant individuals (Kirkpatrick, 1998; 1999; 2005).	
Individuals who are high on the measure of attachment avoidance may tend to seek a 
sense of security in their religious commitment that they lack in their interpersonal lives. In this 
regard, Granqvist (2002) suggested that religion could provide the emotional support and means 
for affect regulation in adulthood that was lacking from insecure attachment in childhood. This 
study adds to the body of literature supporting the role that religiosity can serve as compensation 
for the avoidance component of attachment.  
Further supporting the compensation model, results indicated that the portion of the 
sample that had been divorced, widowed, or separated scored higher on religious commitment 
than those who were single or married. This outcome also indicates support for the compensation 
model, as religiosity may be serving to fill a void in the interpersonal life of these individuals left 
by the loss (either by choice or through circumstance) of a partner. This is congruent with 
previous literature that God can function as a replacement attachment figure for those who do not 
have a primary adult attachment (Kirkpatrick, 1998; Kirkpatrick, 2005).  
 
Spirituality and the Compensation Model  
Congruent with the findings regarding attachment and religiosity, the connection of the 
variable of Spiritual Relationships to relationship status demonstrated support for the 
compensation model. Specifically, individuals who identified as being divorced, widowed, or 
separated scored significantly higher on an index of Spiritual Relationships than those who 
identified as single or married. Hence, those who do not currently have a primary partner and 




relationship, particularly with a “Higher Power/Universal Intelligence” (which is what the 
Spiritual Relationships measure predominately captures) (Delaney, 2005).  
This finding expands the possibility of the compensation model. Previous literature has 
predominately shown God to serve as the compensatory mechanism for insecure attachment 
(Kirkpatrick, 2005). However, this finding extends the theory of a symbolic relationship with 
God serving as a compensatory mechanism to a more broad symbolic relationship. Hence, 
establishing a connection with God may not be the only compensatory possibility for insecure 
attachment.  
 
Martial Status and the Compensation Model  
Both the measure of Spiritual Relationships and the RCI appear to support the 
compensation model. Individuals who have been divorced, widowed, or separated scored higher 
on both measures than single or partnered individuals. However, this raises the question of why 
single individuals do not also score higher on Spiritual Relationships and the RCI. They too 
would seemingly need a compensatory mechanism to substitute for the lack of a primary partner. 
It may be that this compensation is most sought when a primary attachment, such as with divorce 
or loss of a spouse, is disrupted. 
The measures of Spiritual Relationships and the RCI both assess for a relationship with 
and a belief in a Higher Power or God. In fact, for that reason, these two measures are 
conceptually most alike of all the six measures used in this study. It is thus theoretically 
understandable that these measures were highly correlated, and evidenced similar relationships 




While Spiritual Relationships and the RCI are measuring different constructs- one in 
regard to religion and one in regard to spirituality- they both have an overt emphasis on a 
significant personal relationship with a Higher Power. This further suggests that the 
compensation model is most effectively in play for those who utilize religiosity or spirituality as 
a way to believe in and establish a personal relationship with a guiding figure to make up for a 
void in their relationship attachment. Based on this model, it would be presumed that this use of 
spirituality or religiosity would extend to anyone without a current primary attachment figure. 
However, the present findings only supported the compensation model for to those who had been 
divorced, widowed, or separated, and not those who were single.  
One potential explanation for this discrepancy in marital status for both the Spiritual 
Relationships and the RCI findings is based on a trauma perspective. From a trauma perspective, 
those who have been divorced, widowed, or separated most likely experienced a loss of a 
primary romantic attachment figure, which could leave them more vulnerable and more in need 
of filling the attachment void. Individuals who go through divorce or have been widowed may 
experience some religious change and upheaval, finding themselves reinventing their spirituality 
when they lose intimate relationships (Lau & Wolfinger, 2011). Hence, the findings of this study 
suggest that divorced or widowed individuals compensate by finding that attachment relationship 
in a religious or spiritual place.  
Furthermore, a study of widowed men and women showed that friends failed to 
compensate for the loss of an attachment figure (Stroebe, Stroebe, Abakoumkin, & Schut, 1996). 
This indicates that a compensatory role is not easily filled for those who have lost a primary 




substitute – such as can be found in a personal relationship with a religious or spiritual concept 
of God or Higher Power.  
In contrast, individuals who are single may sufficiently rely on their persisting childhood 
attachment. The literature supports the general continuity of attachment from childhood to 
adulthood (Fraley, 2002). That is, single individuals may not have replaced their childhood 
attachment with an adult romantic attachment, allowing them to continue to benefit from their 
childhood attachments. This may preclude single individuals from needing to compensate an 
attachment.  
 
Attachment and Mindfulness 
Mindfulness practice has been shown to generate an enhanced sense of trust and 
closeness with others (Kabat-Zinn, 1994). Mindfulness has the potential to facilitate positive 
connections with others, as studies have shown increases in interpersonal connection, 
nonjudgmental perspective taking, and emotional regulation as trait mindfulness increases 
(Alexander et al, 1989; Langer, 1993; Carson, Shih, & Langer, 2001; Langer & Abelson, 1972; 
Langer & Piper, 1997; Rodin & Langer, 1977). Hence, increasing one’s mindfulness may serve 
to enhance interpersonal connections, although this may not directly affect one’s attachment 
style, which is though to be a relatively stable characteristic (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991).  
In fact, as opposed to religiosity and spirituality, neither attachment dimension related 
significantly to the Langer Mindfulness Scale. Previous literature has found significant 
correlations between attachment insecurity and low mindfulness scores (Shaver et al., 2007). 
Additional previous literature has postulated that increased mindfulness should be correlated 




supported by this study’s findings, as no significant association existed between attachment and 
mindfulness. 
Numerous possible explanations exist for this lack of significant finding between 
attachment and mindfulness. One possible explanation is that mindfulness is not a relational 
measure. In contrast, most of the spirituality measures and the religiosity measure capture a more 
relational component. Hence, aside from mindfulness, the other measures may reflect more 
accurately the nature of relational attachment, and thus have more relevance to the attachment 
indices under study. Conversely, the mindfulness measure that was used in this study assesses an 
individual’s sense of self-awareness and related personal qualities, which may be unrelated to 
attachment.  
In regard to the compensation model, it appears that actual figures serve as the best 
compensatory mechanisms for insecure attachment (as God is established as a compensatory 
figure in previous literature and a Higher Power/Universal Intelligence is supported by the 
Spiritual Relationships finding). Mindfulness, either as a trait or a personal practice, does not 
typically include a figure or personage in its definition, or as its focus. This may preclude 
mindfulness from being aptly studied in relation to the compensation model.   
Furthermore, the present study examined trait mindfulness, instead of mindfulness 
practice, and this difference may have led to the lack of significant findings. Previous literature 
has found little to no relationship between mindfulness practice (meditation) and everyday 
mindfulness (trait mindfulness) (Thompson & Waltz, 2007). It matters greatly which 
mindfulness construct is utilized, practice or trait, as they are not equivalent. In addition, 
mindfulness may not be a culturally relevant personality trait for this sample due to this Israeli 




Furthermore, operationalizing mindfulness as a dispositional trait is not as conceptually linked to 
religiosity or spirituality as the practice of mindfulness. For example, mindfulness practice is 
both a commitment and an act, both of which are components of religiosity and spirituality. Thus, 
it is possible that the practice of mindfulness would have significantly related to attachment, 
even in this unique sample. 
 
Religious Impact 
All findings in this study should be considered within the context of the sample. As 
discussed, the sample consists of adults, all residing in Israel. This study offers a unique look at a 
well-defined religious population, as only Judaism is represented in the sample. The sample 
ranged in extent of religiousness of Judaism - from ultra-orthodox (Haredi) to secular.  
To assess for the impact of the religiousness of each subsample (Haredi, religious, 
traditional, or secular) on the variables of interest, an interaction was tested between 
religiousness and attachment for each outcome variable. The subgroups likely differ dramatically 
in characteristics based on their degree of self-identified religiosity; however, the interaction 
analyses did not yield any significant results. This could be due to the fact that the participants in 
this study were more alike than otherwise. For example, all participants reside in Israel, which 
could indicate they have certain baseline commonalities—the idea being that the common 
elements of culture, politics, tradition, and even religion trump individual attachment styles. 
Alternatively, culture, tradition, and religion amongst the subcultures in Israel could impact the 
way attachment styles were experienced at a young age, as parenting in each subsample could 




because of the religious focus of this sample, the constructs utilized in this study may have been 
experienced differently than among a more secular Western population. 
Spiritual Self-Discovery’s significant correlational relationship to attachment, in 
comparison to the other spirituality measures, might also reflect the sample’s demographics. The 
sample predominately self-identified as secular, which likely impacted the significant correlation 
between Spiritual Self-Discovery and attachment. Spiritual Self-Discovery is the least religious 
of the measures, so by default the most secular, and the one that yielded the strongest 
correlational relationship to both attachment indices. It is possible; then, had there been a larger 
proportion of the sample that identified as religious, that these results would have differed. 
While this sample is fairly representative of the Israeli population, Internet access was 
needed to participate. This would have limited the participation of certain individuals with an 
astringent religious background or low socioeconomic status. This could have impacted the 
representativeness of the sample. In contrast, one could argue that the findings are, in fact, more 
generalizable due to its largely secular sub-sample, as it could be expected that secular Israeli 
individuals are more similar to secular American or secular Western European individuals than 
religious Jews would be to religious Christians.  
Meanwhile, the lack of significant mindfulness findings could be due to the way 
mindfulness is operationalized, as the measure may not translate culturally. Israel is a country 
where religious traditions impact even those who are secular. The Langer Mindfulness Scale 
does not capture any religious or spiritual aspects of mindfulness, which may be salient to this 
population. Previous literature has found significant correlations between attachment insecurity 
and low mindfulness scores in adults participating in a three-month Buddhist meditation retreat 




to the potential impact of the study’s sample on the results. While religiosity and spirituality 
measures yielded modest significant findings with this sample, the mindfulness scale, which does 
not have any religious or spiritual component, may not have resonated with or been as relevant 
for this sample. 
 
Limitations 
The data presented here are based on self-report. Some of the limitations associated with 
self-report data include the possibilities that answers could be biased, exaggerated, or under-
reported (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee & Podsakoff, 2003; Spector, 1994). With self-report 
measures, the reliability of the reporter and the consistency of the response are unknown, as self-
report cross-sectional data only captures a one-time measurement. In addition, no causal claims 
can be made, as these cross-sectional data are only conducive to examining associations among 
the variables.  
Insecure childhood attachment history has been found to correlate with increased interest 
in religion later in life (Kirkpatrick & Shaver, 1992). However, adult insecure attachment has not 
been as convincingly linked with increased interest in adult religiosity (Cassibba et al., 2008; 
Granqvist, 2002; Granqvist, Ivarsson, Broberg, & Hagekull, 2007). Because early attachments 
persist into adulthood (Belsky & Cassidy, 1994; Rothbard & Shaver, 1994), including childhood 
attachment in this study would have provided more suggestive evidence for the compensation 
model. 
Specifically, by including individuals’ childhood attachments, as well as childhood 
religious and spiritual and mindful inclinations, change in religiosity, spirituality, mindfulness, 




characteristics would enable more conclusive claims to be made regarding either the 
correspondence or compensation models of attachment – with better understanding of the causal 
relationships among the variables. This will be an important area of focus in future research.  
Overall, assessing for the validity of the correspondence or compensation models would 
be most effective with longitudinal data. Rather than proving existence of the compensation 
model, the findings suggest general support for further investigating the veracity of the 
compensation model. Future longitudinal research should examine whether insecure attachment 
indices change with the long-term presence of compensatory figures, such as God or a Higher 
Power.  
While Spiritual Self-Discovery showed a significant negative correlation to attachment 
insecurity, the small amount of variance accounted for suggests that other factors likely impact 
the relationship between this spirituality measure and attachment. As mentioned earlier, culture, 
parenting, personality, childhood attachment and many other factors that were not measured 
could be extraneously impacting the results (and accounting for much of the unexplained and 
unmeasured variance). This also points to the limitation of not having childhood variables in this 
study, as differences in parenting and other factors could impact the results. Furthermore, 
Spiritual Self-Discovery was the only scale of the spirituality measures to yield significant 
correlations to both attachment anxiety and attachment. That is, for the most part, spirituality was 
found not to be significantly associated with attachment.  
In general, the effect sizes of the significant results in the present study were quite small, 
perhaps due (in part) to limitations of utilizing cross-sectional data to examine a topic that would 
be most effectively assessed with longitudinal data. For example, the variable of RCI 




correlations itself was quite modest, suggesting the influence of other variables.	Because 
attachment style is mostly understood to be impacted by early childhood experiences with 
primary caregivers, it is understandable that the religious and spiritual measures in this study did 
not account for a larger proportion of the variance in attachment style. Nevertheless, the small 
amount of variance noted may be worth investigating further.  
While all the measures showed sufficient reliability for this Israeli sample, it is still 
possible that culture impacted the findings, as the measures were all developed and normed in 
the United States. Furthermore, although a native Hebrew speaker translated the measures, the 
translation method did not follow the standard steps for formal instrument translation, which 
could have impacted the results for this sample (Sousa & Rojjanasrirat, 2011).  
There was an overall lack of significant associations between the outcome variables-- 
Daily Spiritual Experiences, Spiritual Eco-Awareness, Spiritual Relationships, and LMS--and 
attachment. This lack of association, coupled with the few statistically significant findings (each 
of which yielded quite low albeit significant correlations), suggests the possibility that, in fact, 
attachment has little meaningful association with religiosity, spirituality, or mindfulness. The 
limited findings highlight the multi-level and multi-faceted nature of each of the outcome 
variables, such that the one aspect of an individual’s development under study, attachment, does 
not impact these outcome variables enough to show robust significant results. This possibility, as 
well as the potential that the lack of robust findings is unique to this Jewish/Israeli sample, merits 






Attachment plays a meaningful and impactful role in every individual’s life. Therefore, 
broadening our understanding of how attachment relates to various aspects of human life has 
important implications. The literature on attachment has established that secure attachment, 
compared to insecure attachment, has significant physical, mental, and relational health benefits 
(Fearon, Bakermans-Kraneburg, van IJzendoorn, Lapsley, & Roisman, 2010; Groh, Roisman, 
van IJzendoorn, Bakermans-Kranenburg, & Fearon, 2012). Exploring the relationship of 
attachment to common aspects of human life, such as religiosity, spirituality, and mindfulness, 
may have implications for both bolstering secure attachments or compensating for insecure 
attachments.  
Overall, the research aimed to gather a more detailed perspective of how religiosity, 
spirituality, and mindfulness relate, either similarly or in different ways, to attachment. Bearing 
in mind the overall paucity of the results, the findings did indicate some differences in the 
relationships between attachment and each of the constructs, suggesting several clinical 
implications.  
For example, potential mechanisms to bolster already secure attachment and counteract 
insecure attachment were suggested by the findings of this study. Specifically, the findings 
suggest that already secure attachments could be enhanced with spiritual self-exploration, and 
insecure attachments could be compensated for with either religious or spiritual relationships 
with a higher power. This switches the presumed dependence of attachment on religiosity, as 
now spirituality also appears to have the potential to affect attachment. 
Prior studies have shown that religiosity serves as compensation for insecure attachment 
(Kirkpatrick, 1998) and have shown God to serve as a secure base for theological exploration 




both secure attachment and insecure attachment. Specifically, the significant correlational 
relationships among high Spiritual Self-Discovery and low avoidance and low anxiety 
(indicative of secure attachment) raises the possibility of utilizing a process of spiritual self-
exploration as a way to bolster one’s already secure attachment. Previous literature indicates that 
self-discovery may enrich attachment relationships (O’Koon, 1997). Thus, it is possible that a 
group or program specifically focused on facilitating spiritual self-exploration could lead to 
supportive effects for healthy attachments.  
In addition to secure attachment, the findings indicate potential interventions for insecure 
attachment as well. Previous literature has supported that attachment insecurity and security are 
stable over the lifetime (Fraley, 2002). Opposing literature has shown that attachment, 
particularly insecure attachment, can be altered with corrective relational experiences in 
adulthood. For example, having an interpersonally and emotionally supportive experience in a 
therapeutic relationship has been shown to be a corrective attachment experience, helping an 
individual move from an insecure to a secure attachment style (Bernier & Dozier, 2002). 
Similarly, secure adult romantic relationships have also been shown to help correct previously 
insecure attachment (Gillath, Selcuk, & Shaver, 2008). Hence, the possibility for change is 
established, making the compensation model compelling as a means toward developing clinical 
interventions for attachment. 
The compensation model in regard to religion has been established in the literature, and 
the interest in continuing to examine it has been further indicated by the findings in this study. 
Furthermore, the functionality of the compensation model in regards to spirituality has not been 
previously explored, and this study reveals that spiritual relationships are worthwhile to examine 




Specifically, two interesting results demonstrated support for the compensation model. 
First, as noted earlier, religious commitment was found to be significantly and positively 
correlated with avoidant attachment. Second, divorced, widowed, or separated individuals scored 
higher on Spiritual Relationships than those who identified as single or married. Previous 
literature has demonstrated that insecure attachment can be altered by the presence of a critical 
attachment compensatory figure, such as God (Kirkpatrick, 1998). As religion has already been 
validated as a compensatory mechanism, results of the present study indicate that spirituality can 
also serve as a compensatory mechanism for insecure attachment. This possibility of a less 
defined compensatory figure (Higher Power/Universal Intelligence), based in spiritual rather 
than religious belief, providing the same beneficial substitute as God, is a new notion to add to 
the related body of literature. This has meaningful implications, as spirituality may be easier to 
cultivate than religiosity given its individualistic nature and flexible offerings. 
As a clinical takeaway, increasing one’s religiosity or spirituality could create a 
corrective attachment relationship with either God (religiosity) or a Higher Power (spirituality) to 
offset insecure attachments with primary relationships. Related interventions for insecure 
attachment could potentially begin at a young age by exposing children to the notion of creating 
a relationship with a greater power or emblematic personage.  
 
Future Directions 
Ample room exists for continuing to explore the relationships between attachment and 
religiosity, spirituality, and mindfulness. A lack of previous literature indicates that these 




would benefit from further studies examining all three constructs in order to further illuminate 
the nuanced differences between attachment and the related constructs. 
The Spiritual Self-Discovery measure is the most secular of the four spirituality measures 
used, as it only examines an individual’s path of self-exploration and search for meaning. In 
contrast, the Spiritual Relationships measure examines having a belief and/or relationship with a 
Higher Power/Universal Intelligence, which is a more religiously oriented facet of spirituality. 
The findings showed Spiritual Self-Discovery and Spiritual Relationships to have different 
relationships to attachment. The findings thus point to the great need for more studies on 
attachment and spirituality to further understand how various components of spirituality impact 
attachment differently, with different implications for intervention.  
To further understand the relationships among the outcome variables, future studies could 
include an exploratory factor analysis. Specifically, future studies might well investigate if and 
which items of the Langer Mindfulness Scale and the Spiritual Self-Discovery scale cluster. This 
would help clarify the relationship between the self-discovery part of spirituality and the 
discovery part of mindfulness, which could potentially enhance an understanding of why 
Spiritual Self-Discovery yielded significant findings and the Langer Mindfulness Scale did not.  
While this study sought to explore a particular religious demographic to increase the 
generalizability of future studies, gaining a more diverse religious sample would be beneficial. 
Furthermore, it would be of interest to examine a Jewish sample originating from the United 
States in a similar study to make comparisons to this study’s Israeli Jewish sample. This could 
help parse out the impact of culture and region. Further, examining a sample from a culture 
where Buddhism is prevalent, such as Tibet, could be an interesting way of examining if 




In general, examining diverse samples would be illuminating. For example, looking at a 
sample with greater pathology, or with more attachment avoidance and anxiety, could help 
determine effective clinical interventions. Similarly, it would be of interest to conduct a study 
examining if individuals with insecure attachment styles could benefit from spiritual self-
discovery. 
Thus future study is merited to assess whether or not those with insecure attachments can 
benefit and feel more connected from a path toward mindfulness. However, some alterations to 
future studies could be made to more accurately assess mindfulness in relation to attachment. For 
example, given that previous research has supported the link between attachment and 
mindfulness practice, future studies might chose a measure that represents mindfulness practice 
instead of, or in addition to, trait mindfulness. Furthermore, this study’s results suggest that it 
may be more fruitful to examine the association of attachment to a more relational aspect of 
mindfulness.  
Another future direction to help clarify the findings in the current study would be to 
further examine marital status as it relates to the compensation model. The present findings only 
indicated support for the compensation model with divorced, widowed, or separated individuals. 
However, those who are single are also potentially lacking a primary attachment figure, so the 
nuances of understanding why single adults may not need to turn to a compensatory attachment 
figure that is religious or spiritual in origin should be further explored. 
Lastly, it is hoped that further studies are conducted to continue exploring the utility of 
spiritual figures or constructs as compensatory mechanisms for insecure attachment in similar 





Tables & Figures 
      
Table 1 
 
Frequencies for Demographic Variables (N =2020) 
  
    
 Variable Frequency  Percent 
    
    
Gender    
 Male 947 49.0 
 Female 980 51.0 
Religious Group    
 Secular 1040 51.5 
 Traditional 567 28.1 
 Religious 231 11.4 
 Haredi (Ultra-religious) 182 9.0 
Family Status    
 Single 446 22.1 
 Married 1260 62.4 
 Divorced, Separated, Widowed 168 8.3 
 Declined 26 1.3 
 Partnered 120 5.9 
Family Income    
 Very Below Average 334 16.5 
 Below Average 289 14.3 
 Average 400 19.8 
 Above Average 403 20.0 
 Very Above Average 184 9.1 
 Declined 317 15.7 
 Missing  93 4.6 
Education     
 Elementary School  8 0.4 
 High School No Degree 159 7.9 
 High School Degree 337 16.7 
 Technical School 538 26.6 
 Undergraduate Degree 684 33.9 
 Graduate Degree 260 12.9 
 Declined 34 1.7 
Note: Family income was assessed asking participants to rate their perception of their own income in 











Variables Number of 
items 
Range 
 RCI 10 1-5 
Spiritual Self-Discovery  7 1-6 
Spiritual Relationships 7 1-6 
Spiritual Eco-Awareness 8 1-6 
Daily Spiritual Experiences (DSE) 16 1-6 
ECR Anxiety 18 1-7 
ECR Avoidance 18 1-7 
Langer Mindfulness Scale (LMS) 21 1-7 
Note: RCI = Religious Commitment Inventory ; ECR Anxiety = Experiences 
in Close Relationships, Anxiety Dimension ; ECR Avoidance =Experiences 








Descriptive Statistics for Variables (N = 2020)  
 
Variables M SD 
 RCI 2.24 1.09 
Spiritual Self-Discovery  2.50 0.60 
Spiritual Relationships 3.13 0.90 
Spiritual Eco-Awareness 5.76 0.31 
DSE 3.76 1.13 
ECR Anxiety 1.56 0.53 
ECR Avoidance 1.69 0.44 
LMS  2.10 0.42 
Note: RCI = Religious Commitment Inventory scale, 5-point scale;  
Spiritual Self-Discovery, Spiritual Relationships, and  
Spiritual Eco-Awareness on 6-point scale; DSE_Total =  
Daily Spiritual Experiences scale, 6-point scale;  
ECR Anxiety = Experiences in Close Relationships score on the  
anxiety index, ECR Avoidance = Experiences in Close Relationships  
score on the avoidance index, 7-point scale;  








Correlation Matrix for Outcome Variables (N = 2020)  
 


















.62*** .57*** .79***      
 
5. DSE TOTAL  
 
.79*** .52*** .59*** .75***     
 
6. ECR ANXIETY 
 
.03 -.19*** -.01 .03 .00         
 
7. ECR AVOIDANCE 
 
.08*** -.16*** -.02 .01 -.03 .59***   
 
8. LMS TOTAL  
 
.06** .24*** .20*** .17*** -.10*** .03 -.01  
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
Note: RCI Total = Religious Commitment Inventory scale total score, DSE Total = Daily Spiritual Experiences 
scale total score, ECR Anxiety = Experiences in Close Relationships score on the anxiety index,  
ECR Avoidance = Experiences in Close Relationships score on the avoidance index, and 
















     
     
Model 1 .13 (9, 83) 1.38 .21 
     
Model 2 .002 (2, 81) .12 .89 
 




.000 (2, 77) .01 .99 
Note: RCI= Religious Commitment Inventory. Model 1 includes all demographic variables. 
Model 2 includes both attachment Variables and Religious Group. Model 3 includes the 
quadratic term for both ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance. Model 4 includes the two-way 
interaction terms between ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance and Religious Group. Model 5  
Includes the three-way interaction terms between ECR Anxiety, ECR Avoidance, and  

































     
     
Model 1 .11 (9, 83) 1.10 .37 
     
Model 2 .16 (3, 80) 5.73 .00 
 




.09 (6, 72) 1.81 .11 
Model 5 .02 (2, 70) .89 .42 
 
Note: Model 1 includes all demographic variables. Model 2 includes both attachment  
Variables and Religious Group. Model 3 includes the quadratic term for both 
ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance. Model 4 includes the two-way interaction terms between  
ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance and Religious Group. Model 5  
Includes the three-way interaction terms between ECR Anxiety, ECR Avoidance, and  




































     
     
Model 1 .19 (9, 83) 2.13 .04 
     
Model 2 .06 (3, 80) 2.05 .11 
 
Model 3 .01 (2, 78) .71 .49 
 
Model 4 .04 (6, 72) .62 .72 
 
Model 5 .01 (2, 70) .43 .65 
 
Note: Model 1 includes all demographic variables. Model 2 includes both attachment  
Variables and Religious Group. Model 3 includes the quadratic term for both 
ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance. Model 4 includes the two-way interaction terms between  
ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance and Religious Group. Model 5  
Includes the three-way interaction terms between ECR Anxiety, ECR Avoidance, and  



































     
     
Model 1 .17 (9, 83) 1.95 .06 
     
Model 2 .14 (3, 80) 5.28 .002 
 
Model 3  
 
.02 (2, 78) 1.26 .29 
Model 4 .04 (6, 72) .70 .65 
 
Model 5 .001 (2, 70) .05 .95 
 
Note: Model 1 includes all demographic variables. Model 2 includes both attachment  
Variables and Religious Group. Model 3 includes the quadratic term for both 
ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance. Model 4 includes the two-way interaction terms between  
ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance and Religious Group. Model 5  
Includes the three-way interaction terms between ECR Anxiety, ECR Avoidance, and  



































     
     
Model 1 .13 (9, 83) 1.33 .23 
     
Model 2 .13 (3, 80) 4.78 .004 
     
Model 3  
 
.002 (2, 78) .12 .89 
Model 4 
 
.06 (6, 72) .96 .45 
Model 5  
 
.01 (2, 70) .33 .72 
Note: DSE= Daily Spiritual Experiences. Model 1 includes all demographic variables.  
Model 2 includes both attachment variables and Religious Group. Model 3 includes the  
quadratic term for both ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance. Model 4 includes the two-way 
interaction terms between ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance and Religious Group. Model 5  
Includes the three-way interaction terms between ECR Anxiety, ECR Avoidance, and  



































     
     
Model 1 .19 (9, 83) 2.17 .03 
     
Model 2 .06 (3, 80) 2.16 .10 
 




.05 (6, 72) .94 .48 
Model 5  
 
.01 (2, 70) .51 .60 
Note: LMS= Langer Mindfulness Scale. Model 1 includes all demographic variables.  
Model 2 includes both attachment variables and Religious Group. Model 3 includes the  
quadratic term for both ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance. Model 4 includes the two-way 
interaction terms between ECR Anxiety and ECR Avoidance and Religious Group. Model 5  
Includes the three-way interaction terms between ECR Anxiety, ECR Avoidance, and  
Religious Group, and ECR Anxiety quadratic, ECR Avoidance quadratic, and Religious Group.
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Spirituality and Attachment Matrix 
 
  
Note: Low anxiety and low avoidance is indicative of secure attachment; high anxiety and high 
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Experiences in Close Relationships -Brennan, Clark, & Shaver (1998) 
 
 QUESTION  1=Strongly Disagree.........7=Strong Agree  
1.  I'm afraid that I will lose my partner's love.  1234567  
2.  I often worry that my partner will not want to stay with me. 1234567  
3.  I often worry that my partner doesn't really love me.  1234567  
4.  I worry that romantic partners won’t care about me as much as I care about them.  1234567  
5.  I often wish that my partner's feelings for me were as strong as my feelings for him or her.  1234567  
6.  I worry a lot about my relationships.  1234567  
7.  When my partner is out of sight, I worry that he or she might become interested in someone else.  1234567  
8.  When I show my feelings for romantic partners, I'm afraid they will not feel the same about me.  1234567  
9.  I rarely worry about my partner leaving me.  1234567  
10. My romantic partner makes me doubt myself.  1234567  
11. I do not often worry about being abandoned.  1234567  
12. I find that my partner(s) don't want to get as close as I would like.  1234567  
13. Sometimes romantic partners change their feelings about me for no apparent reason.  1234567  
14. My desire to be very close sometimes scares people away. 1234567  
15. I'm afraid that once a romantic partner gets to know me, he or she won't like who I really am.  1234567  
16. It makes me mad that I don't get the affection and support I need from my partner.  1234567  
17. I worry that I won't measure up to other people.  1234567  
18. My partner only seems to notice me when I’m angry.  1234567  





20. I feel comfortable sharing my private thoughts and feelings with my partner.  1234567  
21. I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on romantic partners.  1234567  
22. I am very comfortable being close to romantic partners.  1234567  
23. I don't feel comfortable opening up to romantic partners.  1234567  
24. I prefer not to be too close to romantic partners.  1234567  
25. I get uncomfortable when a romantic partner wants to be very close.  1234567  
26. I find it relatively easy to get close to my partner.  1234567  
27. It's not difficult for me to get close to my partner.  1234567  
28. I usually discuss my problems and concerns with my partner.  1234567  
29. It helps to turn to my romantic partner in times of need.  1234567  
30. I tell my partner just about everything.  1234567  
31. I talk things over with my partner.  1234567  
32. I am nervous when partners get too close to me.  1234567  
33. I feel comfortable depending on romantic partners. 1234567  
34. I find it easy to depend on romantic partners.  1234567  
35. It's easy for me to be affectionate with my partner. 1234567  








Religious Commitment Inventory- Worthington, Wade, Hight, Riple, McCullough, Berry (2003)  
Directions: Read each of the following statements. Using the scale to the right, CIRCLE the 
response that best describes how true each statement is for you.  
Key:  
1. Not at all true of me 
2. Somewhat true of me 
3. Moderately true of me 
4. Mostly true of me 
5. Totally true of me  
1. I often read books and magazines about my faith.  1  2  3  4  5 
2. I make financial contributions to my religious organization. 1  2  3  4  5 
3. I spend time trying to grow in understanding of my faith. 1  2  3  4  5 
4. Religion is especially important to me because it answers many questions about the 
meaning of life. 1  2  3  4  5 
5. My religious beliefs lie behind my whole approach to life. 1  2  3  4  5 
6. I enjoy spending time with others of my religious affiliation. 1  2  3  4  5 
7. Religious beliefs influence all my dealings in life. 1  2  3  4  5 
8. It is important to me to spend periods of time in private religious thought and reflection. 1  
2  3  4  5 
9. I enjoy working in the activities of my religious affiliation. 1  2  3  4  5 
10.  I keep well informed about my local religious group and have some 1 influence in its 







Langer Mindfulness Scale - Pirson, Langer, Bodner, Zilcha-Mano (2012) 
 
Instructions:  Below are a number of statements that refer to your personal outlook.  Please rate the 
extent to which you agree with each of these statements. If you are confused by the wording of an 
item, have no opinion, or neither agree nor disagree, use the "4" or "NEUTRAL" rating. Thank you 
for your assistance. 
 











I like to investigate things.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
I generate few novel ideas.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
I am always open to new ways of doing things.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
 
I “get involved” in almost everything I do. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
I do not actively seek to learn new things.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
I make many novel contributions.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
 
I stay with the old tried and true ways of doing things.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
I seldom notice what other people are up to.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
I avoid thought provoking conversations.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
 
I am very creative. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
I can behave in many different ways for a given situation. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
I attend to the “big picture.”    1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
 
I am very curious.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
I try to think of new ways of doing things.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
I am rarely aware of changes.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
 
I have an open-mind about everything, even things  
that challenge my core beliefs.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
I like to be challenged intellectually.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
I find it easy to create new and effective ideas.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
 
I am rarely alert to new developments.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
I like to figure out how things work.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 
I am not an original thinker.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7 







Daily Spiritual Experiences Scale  - Underwood & Teresi (2002) 
Directions: The list that follows includes items you may or may not experience. Please consider 
how often you directly have this experience, and try to disregard whether you feel you should or 
should not have these experiences. A number of items use the word ‘God.’ If this word is not a 













a while  Never 
I feel God’s presence.        
I experience a connection to all of life.        
During worship, or at other times when 
connecting with God, I feel joy which lifts me 
out of my daily concerns.  
      
I find strength in my religion or spirituality.        
I find comfort in my religion or spirituality.        
I feel deep inner peace or harmony.        
I ask for God’s help in the midst of daily 
activities.        
I feel guided by God in the midst of daily 
activities.        
I feel God’s love for me, directly.        
I feel God’s love for me, through others.        
I am spiritually touched by the beauty of 
creation.        
I feel thankful for my blessings.        
I feel a selfless caring for others.        
I accept others even when they do things I 
think are wrong.        
I desire to be closer to God or in union with the 
divine.        
	





As close as 
possible  
In general, how close do you feel to 






Spirituality Scale- Delaney (2005)  
Directions: Please indicate your level of agreement to the following statements by circling the 
appropriate number that corresponds with the answer key.  
Key:  
1. Strongly Disagree  
2. Disagree  
3. Mostly disagree  
4. Mostly agree  
5. Agree  
6. Strongly Agree  
1. I find meaning in my life experiences.  123456 
2 I have a sense of purpose.  123456 
3. I am happy about the person I have become.  123456 
4. I see the sacredness in everyday life.  123456 
5. I meditate to gain access to my inner spirit.  123456 
6. I live in harmony with nature.  123456 
7. I believe there is a connection between all things that I cannot see but can sense.  123456 
8. My life is a process of becoming.  123456 
9. I believe in a Higher Power/Universal Intelligence.  123456 
10. I believe that all living creatures deserve respect.  123456 
11. The earth is sacred.  123456 
12. I value maintaining and nurturing my relationships with others.  123456 
13. I use silence to get in touch with myself.  123456 
14. I believe that nature should be respected.  123456 
15. I have a relationship with a Higher Power/Universal Intelligence.  123456 
16. My spirituality gives me inner strength.  123456 
17. I am able to receive love from others.  123456 
18. My faith in a Higher Power/Universal Intelligence helps me cope during challenges 
in my life.  123456 
19. I strive to correct the excesses in my own lifestyle patterns/practices.  123456 
20. I respect the diversity of people.  123456 
21. Prayer is an integral part of my spiritual nature.  123456 
22. At times, I feel at one with the universe.  123456 
23. I often take time to assess my life choices as a way of living my spirituality.  123456 
 
